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PRIVATE ADJUSTMENTS TO CHANGES IN 
-GRAZING ON PUBLIC LANDS* 
by 
E. Bruce Godfrey** 


Most range lands found in the western United States have been grazed 
by domestic cattle for approximately a century. This historical use has 
not been uniform over time, however. For example, use before the early 
1900's was uncontrolled and generally very heavy, which resulted in de- 
creased productivity. -The establishment of the forest reserves near the 

D turn of the century, and the Grazing Service in 1934 marked two turning 
points which brought grazing on public lands primarily under the juris- 
diction of two governmental agencies--the Forest Service (FS) and the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The dominance of these two agencies in 
public grazing is illustrated by the fact that in 1966 nearly 98 percent 
of the federal land allocated for grazing was administered by these two 
agencies (Pacific Consultants and University of Idaho, 1970). 

As would be expected, the use af federal range lands by domestic 
livestock has decreased over time. For example, the data in Figures ] 
and 2 indicate that the total number of sheep, goats, cattle and horses 
using FS and BLM lands has declined over the period for which records are 

“Support for this research was obtained from a grant from the Forest 
Service. 
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Figure 2. Wumber of sheep and goats permitted to graze Forest Service and BLM lands, 1935-75. 


Source: Clawson and Held, Intermountain Forest Range Experiment Station, Public Land 
Stglistics. 
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evar iabie. While the number of animals which have been permitted to 
graze federally administered lands has declined, the total number of 
animal unit months (AUMs )2/ of use has declined at an even faster rate. 
ine data in Figures 3 and 4 also indicate that there has been a major 
change in the use of publAc lands by class of animals--AUMs of use by 
Sheep have decreased very rapidly, while use by cattle has shown modest 
declines. 

While the use of public lands would be expected to decline once 
grazing came under the control of the agencies, declines have continued 
to occur, and Figures 5 and 6 show the reductions since 1950. These cuts 
in grazing use have resulted in considerable controversy. AS a result, 
numerous researchers have projected what impact adjustments in grazing 
use would have os rancher income and dependent local communities (see 
Bibliography). These studies have generally concluded that decreased 
use Of public lands would cause large decreases in rancher income, with 
some ranchers being forced out of business and local income decreasing. 
These studies also suggest that some combination of the Fol oni adjust- 
ments would occur as a result of decreases in the use of federally admin- 
istered lands by domestic livestock: 

1. Decreased numbers of animals in areas where large adjustnients 

occur. 

2. Decreased numbers of permittees. 

3. The average size of permittee holders would increase as less 
efficient users sell properties to larger, more efficient oper- 
ators. 

Ypp animal unit is definec as the amount of forage required by an 


animal unit (a mature cow with calf, or five sheep) for one month (lieady, 
1975). : 
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Figure 3. Use of BLM lands by domestic livestock, 1935-75. 
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Sources: Forest Service, U.S.D.A., "Annual Grazing Report," unpublished data, > 
Region 4, Forest Service. 
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Figure 5. AUMs of use on BLM lands by domestic livestock, 
Active. 


Source: Public Land Statistics. 
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“4. The use of private lands should become more intensive--i.e., 
more inputs are used on private lands to increase their pro- 
ductivity. 

5. The number of ranchers being forced out of business would accel- 
erate in areas where large adjustments occur. 

While the preceding would be expected, the data available indicate 
that some of these changes have not occurred. For example, the data in 
Figure 7 indicate that sheep numbers in the eleven western states are 
presently at an all-time low. However, cattle numbers have generally in- 
creased since 1950. In fact, if cattle and sheep numbers are put on an 
animal unit basis (Heady, 1975), the number of animal units has increased 
during the last fifty years (see Figure 8). This suggests the following: 

]. Private lands have become more intensively used. 

2. The use of public lands, in total, has become a smaller contri- 
butor to the total supply of forage for cattle and sheep in the 
West, and nationally. 

While the number of animal units in the West has increased since 
1950, this increase has not been as rapid as it has been nationally. 
Furthermore, the number of cattle and sheep in the West has changed at 
differing rates. This is reflected by the fact that while beef cattle 
numbers have increased nationally, as well as in the West, the West has 
become a smaller part of the national total (see Figure 9). For example, 
more than 27 percent of the total number of beef cows and heifers were 
found in the eleven Western states in 1950. Since that time, this per- 
centage has dropped, at a relatively steady rate, to 17.8 percent in 1977. 
This trend suggests that the West may have lost its reputation as the nur- 


sery for feedlots in the Midwest. This trend is also borne out by the 
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Number of stock sheep and lambs in eleven western states, 1935-77. 


Source: Agricultural Statistics. 
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Figure &. Animal Units of domestic livestock, eleven western states, 1950-75. 
Source: Agricultural Statistics. 
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-fact ‘that the percent of beef cows and heifers found in the West, as a 
percent of the nation, has declined faster than has the number of animals. 
This also suggests that the West may be "feeding out" more animals than 

iat has in the past. While beef production in the West has become a 
smaller proportion of the national total, sheep production in the West, 
as a percent of the nation, has increased (Figure 9). No reasons for 
these differences are suggested from the data, but they do indicate that 
sheep production is relatively important in the West. 

The adjustments outlined above raise a number of questions concern- 
ing the role and importance of using federal lands by domestic livestock. 
Of particular concern to federal land administrators is the impact changes 
in the use of federal lands may have on the use of private lands. To 

& date, little research has squarely addressed this issue. As a result, 

"when agency personnel propose adjustments in the use of federal lands, 
little empirical evidence has been available concerning what adjustments 
in the use of private lands have occurred in the past which could be used 
to outline what effects may occur in the future. The research reported 
herein was designed to provide some of this insight. Specifically, this 
project had the following objectives: 

1. Identify areas in the Western United States where changes in 

the use of federal lands by domestic livestock have been greater 
than 25 percent during the 1950-77 period. 

2. Determine what impact these changes have had on the following: 

the number of permittees, size of permits, number of animals, 


AUMs of use, and use. of private lands in the areas affected. 


3. Compare the differences, if any, between the factors identified 
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in Objective #2 with similar areas where adjustments in the use 


of federal lands by domestic livestock have been small. 
STUDY METHODS 


The data in the preceding figures indicated that the use of federal 
lands by domestic livestock has declined over time. These adjustments 
have, however, been iE throughout the West. As a result, it 
became necessary to ask FS and BLM personnel to identify areas where 
major adjustments have occurred. Each of the BLM districts and forests 
Shown in Table ] were asked to identify any allotments, ranger districts, 
Or planning units where changes in use during the 1950-75 period were 
greater than 25 percent. 

@) Agency personnel found this request to be difficult for a number of 
reasons. First, personnel were generally not familiar with the historical 
use of specific areas, because most agency personnel have been at their 
present location a relatively short period of time. Second, some adjust- 
ment in use has occurred on most allotments administered By the BLM and 
FS. It therefore became necessary to identify those areas where use had 
changed more than 25 percent. The most common problem faced by agency 
personnel, however, was either the lack of historical records, or if 

data were available, amajor effort -would be required to trace usage 
utilizing permittee and/or allotment files. The problems encountered 
differed by agency, however. | 

BLM personnel generally had a different problem identifying areas 
where major adjustments had occurred, because actual use data for BLM 


lands is rarely available. The best estimates are generally contained 
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‘Table 1. BLM Districts and National Forests included in the study area. 


——————_________________________—________________________________ IEEE 


STATE BLM DISTRICTS FORESTS 
cee cree oon etn ie ltl a ae BOO as le ea Ar li cana et a an ll 5 A ae EE. 
Idaho Salmon, Boise, Shoshone, Idaho Salmon, Caribou, 
Falls, Burley Challis, Sawtooth, 
Boise, Targee 
ee ee eel th a as IS at ee i De a eee 
Wyoming Rock Springs,* Worland Shoshone,* Teton- 
Bridger* 
eee 0 See Be elimad #59 ste REA ee 5 eet me et 
Colorado Grand Junction, Craig, San Juan,* White River, Routt, 
Montrose San Juan, Rio Grande,* 
Grand Mesa, 

oO . Umcompahgre, Gunnison 
ee et te le a eens oes 
Arizona Safford, Arizona Strip Kiabab 
Teen a ee ee ee 
Utah Moab, St. George, Salt Lake, Ashley, Uintah, Dixie, 

Cedar City, Richfield, Vernal Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, 
Wasatch 
(ike tee. Jee SE eee 
New Mexico Farmington* 
nS ee a ac ee ee 
Montana Dillon Resource Area* Bitterroot,* 


Gallatin, Beaverhead* 


a 


Nevada Las Vegas, Ely, Winnemucca,* Humboldt 

Elko 
wie. QO ee eee ee 
Oregon Vale 


ee eS 


*Districts or Forests not responding to requests for information. 
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“in permittee files, allotment management plans, management framework 
plans, adjudication records, and other narrative summaries. The adjudi- 
cation files are generally the best estimates available, but these are 

oer an found in operator files, which may not be complete. Further- 
more, when permits are brah teveot® the original permittee file is gen- 
erally placed in a "dead file" and sent to a federal records depository. 
Obtaining all of these records is very time consuming. As a result, 
computer printouts from the Denver Service Center and local summaries 
(AMP, MFP, etc.) became the major sources of useful information. In 
general, it was assumed that uSe before adjudication was at the Class I 
level, and that current permitted (active) use had prevailed since that 
time--unless information was available to the contrary. 

e This data could bias’/ the results reported, because permitted use 

of BLM lands may be greater or less than actual use in any one year. 

Thus, any reported adjustments which are based on licensed use could 

easily differ from the actual adjustments. It is felt, however, that 

any Beant bias 1S probably not large, because some operators may 
trespass (actual use > permitted), while other operators have histori- 
cally placed fewer animals (or grazed them for a shorter period) on fed- 
eral lands than their permits would allow. 

Forest Service personnel faced problems which differed from those 
encountered by the BLM . MNost forests and ranger districts maintain 
records of permitted and actual use (until 1972) of allotments within 
their jurisdiction. However, the boundaries of many allotments have 
2 been changed over time. In addition, changes in forest boundaries have 


2/No data is available which could be used to meaSure this possible 
bias. 
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“resulted in the transfer of records from one forest to another. These 
and other similar types of changes have resulted in lost files, as well 
as creating problems of tracing the use of an area over time, but these 
problems were generally not insurmountable. As a result, grazing records 
contained in the allotment file folders were the primary source of data 
used to trace the use of FS lands over time.>/ 

After agency personnel had identified areas where grazing use had 
changed more than 25 percent since 1950, it becanie necessary to tie these 
changes in with the use of base properties in counties within a state, 
because time and budgetary constraints did allow the collection of pri- 
mary data from the permitters involved.</ This resulted in a number of 
complications. The most difficult problem involved the identification 
of large enough areas where adjustments cf more than 25 percent had occur- 
~ red that secondary data concerning the use of private land could be em- 
ployed. Many isolated areas, primarily allotments, were identified 
where changes in use had been 25 percent or more, but they made up such 
a small portion of the use in the county involved that inferences at the 
county level would not be valid. 

Data obtained from FS or BLM offices indicated that adjustments of 
25 percent or more had occurred in several counties within the following 
States: 

1. Idaho: Cassia, Bonneville, Clark, Gooding/Lincoln, Bear Lake, 

Teton, and Lemhi counties; 

J pgency personnel generally did not use this source because it in- 
volved considerable work. These records were the primary source used in 
this study, however. USU personnel took the time to trace use using 
these records. 

4/an interesting and informative research project could trace eater 


ments using these data to see if the results would differ from those reported 
in this study. 
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Utah: Utah, Juab, Sevier, Sanpete, Kane, Beaver and San Juan 
Counties; 

Colorado: Pilkin, Eagle, Garfield, Delta, Ouray; Gunnison and 
Montrose Counties; 

Nevada: Lincoln and White Pine Counties; 


Wyoming: Park, Washakie, Big Horn and Hot Springs Counties. 


While some large adjustments have occurred in the areas indicated above, 


they do not represent all of the areas where adjustments have occurred. 


Other areas may have been included if the study area had been enlarged, 


or if some of the nonresponding units (Table 1) had sent the data re- 


quested. 


Each of the preceding areas might have been included in this Study, 


a) but most were eliminated for one or more of the following reasons: 


ibs 


Adjustments in the use of lands administered by one agency may 
have been large, while adjustments in the use of federal lands 
administered by other agencies were marginal. As a result, 
changes in the use of all federal lands in many of the areas 
indicated above were small--generally 15 percent or less. 

Data obtained from one agency may have indicated large adjust- 
ments in use, but the other agency may not have responded. In 
these cases, it became necessary to eliminate these areas as 
Study sites. 

The use of federal lands in some areas may have changed a great 
deal; however, the permittees which used these lands may have 


base property (private lands) many miles from this area. AS a 


result, changes in the use of some federal lands was so disper- 
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& ae sed that its possible effect on private lands could not be traced 
using secondary data. 
The study sites which are included in this report, however, represent 
, @ wide spectrum of characteristics and adjustments. The data base used 
places several limitations on the results reported, however. AS a result, 
the reader should remember the following limitations, which could bias 
the results reported. Several constraints (time, budget and data) did 
not allow a careful tracing of every permittee over time. Therefore, it 
became necessary to assume that all permittees whose base property was 
presently located in a particular county were representative of histori- 
cal ownership. While some permits may have been associated with lands 
in other counties over. time, it is unlikely that this bias is large. 
oD In some cases, however, an operator may own land in more than one county 
that is used as “base property" for a federal grazing permit. Agency 
personnel were generally able to identify these operators and indicate 
in which county their "base property" was "primarily" located. If it 
was judged that a particular perinittee's base property was "primarily" 
in another county, permit and use data for that operator was not included 
in the study. Permittees in a county who had permits to graze in areas 
where adjustments had not occurred could bias county adjustments, but 
this is generally not a problem, as most permits are held by ranchers 
who reside in the local area. | 
Once areas were delineated where adjustments in federal land use 
had occurred and these adjustments were tied to private lands, which 
provided the base for the use of federal lands, it became necessary to 


determine what impact these adjustments had on the use of these private 
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‘lands. While data obtained from private operators might have been used 


to trace these adjustments, budgetary and time limitations, as well as 
the general lack of private historical records, required the use of se- 
condary data. The primary source uSed was the Census of Agriculture, 
which is published peery five years. The reader should note that the 
data from this source is not as accurate as one might expect. Some of 
the reasons include: sampling bias, changes in definitions over time, 
as well as various types of statistical, typographical, and printing 
errors. AS a result, published data from state offices of the statisti- 
cal reporting service were also included when they were available. 

These data, however, are subject to many of the same errors associated 
with Census of Agriculture data, but these data are the only county- level 
agricultural data that is generally available. 

While the procedures used provide estimates of what adjustments 
have occurred in areas affected by changes in the use of federal lands, 
they do not indicate what would have occurred in the absence of these 
adjustments. In an effort to obtain an Pee of these possible effects, 
at least one other county was also chosen where changes in the use of 
federal lands had been minimal. Data for the second county was then 
used to compare with private land adjustment data for the first county. 
Differences in land use between the first and the control county were 
the basis for identifying the impact of federal land use on private 
lands. This procedure is fraught with problems. Most of these problens 
stem from the fact that any county that may have been used as the "control" 
is generally not directly comparable with the counties where the adjust- 


ments occurred. As a result, state data was also used to compare with 
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the adjustments in both counties. While the preceding problems limit 
the inferences that can be made from this study, these data provide 


the only expost analysis available concerning adjustments that occur 


as a result of changing the use of federal lands by domestic livestock. 


RESULTS 


The areas included in this Study differ with respect to topography, 
location, pattern of land ownersnip, and economic characteristics. As 
: result, they are probably quite representative of most areas in the 
West. The location of the study sites is outlined in Figure 10. The 


characteristics and use of federal and private lands within each of the 


Study counties is summarized below. 


Cassia County, Idaho 


Cassia County is located in south central Idaho. Historical use of 
the area by domestic livestock has been heavy. This was particularly 
true near the turn of the century, when migratory sheep operations trailed 
herds through this area (Sharp, 1970). While irrigated agriculture plays 
a major part in the economy of the area, most of the land area is grazed 
by domestic livestock. This is illustrated by the data shown in Figure 11, 
which indicates that the amount of crop land is only slightly larger than 
is the amount of range land. Further emphasis of the dominance of range 
can be inferred from the fact that more than 57% of the 1,628,160 acres 
in the county is owned by the federal government. Of the total amount 
owned by the federal government, a large portion (approximately 56%) is 
administered by the BLM, while a smaller portion (43%) is administered 


by the Forest Service. 
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Figure ie) Use of land (excluding federal, urban, and sinal] 
water) in Cassia County, 1967. Source: Idaho 
Agricultural Statistics, 1972. 

While no data was readily available concerning the size and distri- 
bution of Cassia County permits, data from the Burley district and the 
Sawtooth National Forest can be used to provide some insight. For ex- 
ample, the data in Table 2 indicate that most operators in the Magic 
and Raft River resource areas (primarily Cassia County) are permitted 
to graze fewer than 200 cattle. The average sheep operator seems to me 
much larger, however. For example, the average sheep operator is per- 
mitted to obtain nearly twice as many AUMs of forage with a herd that 
is more than twice as large (2,384 + 5 is approximately 477 animal units) 
as the average cattle operator's. This same general trend also holds 
for FS permits--i.e., sheep permits are larger than cattle permits. 

The FS data (Table 3) also indicate that the average size of the permits 
have tended to increase over time, particularly Since the mid 1960's. 

While no data are available regarding the tenure of permits over 
time, data from the BLM indicates that 45 percent of the permits in 
the Manic and Raft River resource areas have been held by the sane oper- 
ator for over 15 years, while 15 percent have been held for 5 years or 


Tess, and 22 percent have been held from 6 to 10 years. This general 
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® Tablé 2. Size Distribution of cattle and sheep permits in the Magic and 
Raft River resource areas, Burley District, BLM, 1978. 


Average Average 
i No. of No. of head No. of AUits 
Operators Per Operator Per Operator 
Cattle & Horses (No. animals) 
1 - 25 26 15 42 
26 - 50 33 38 92 
51 - 100 49 76 219 
101 - 200 50 139 358 
201 - 350 20 261 984 
351 - 500 1] 423 925 
501 - 1,000 ¥ay) 686 12736 
1,001 - 5,000 6 od 4,792 
Total 202 180 oie 
Sheep & Goats (No. animals) 
1? - 500 ] 500 50 
& 501 - 1,000 ] 1,000 74 
1,001 - 2,500 5 1,839 860 
2,501 - 5,000 4 3,100 eS 
S00] --+ ] Se bcU reap 
Total 12 2,384 932 
Permit Size 
0 5 
1 - 100 67 5] 
101 - 500 95 24) 
501 - 1,000 2] 722 
1,001: - 2,000 19 1,300 
2,001 - 3,000 4 2,560 
3,001 - 4,000 3 3,484 
4,001 - 5,000 2 4,811 
5,001 - 15,000 ] Sas 
Total 207 403 
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Table 3. v@® Sawtooth National Forest lands, 1950-1975. 


@ 


Actual Als AMs Permitted Actual 


No. of No. of Animals Animal Months Animals Permitted Actual | AMs Per AMs Per 
Permits Permitted Actual Perinitted Actual Per Permit Per Permit Per Permit Animal Animal 
Cattle & Horses 
Forest 1975 209 25,094 24,742 98,571 94,998 118.4 471.6 454.5 3.92 3.83 
1970 222 20,635 20,522 78,073 123039 92.4 SAG 347.0 3.78 3.75 
1965 240 19,123 19,199 74,455 68,619 80.0 at07e3 285.9 3.89 3.57 
1960 251 17,643 17,318 67,374 60,333 69.0 268.4 240.4 3.82 3.48 
1955 286 19,147 19,506 76,926 69 ,607 68.2 269.0 243.4 4.02 a Pe F/ 
1950 303 23,660 24,619 106,299 94,498 Sh ae 350.8 311.9 4.49 "3.84 
Cassia County A 
i975 127 NA 11,238 NA 47,215 88.5 NA FA fea! tA 4.20 
1970 163 10,404 10,388 40,856 40,891 63.7 250.7 250.9 a ee Fé 3.90 
1965 153 9,998 9,406 38,657 35,498 61.5 Coc a, 232.0 ava 3.77 
1960 HA 9,369 8,738 33,769 Rear ae HA NA NA 3.69 3.58 
1955 NA 9,775 9,733 38,410 35,709 NA NA NA 3.93 3.67 
1951* NA 8,570 8,566 Jo,cct 34,700 NA NA NA 8.1) 4.05 
Sheep & Goats 
Forest 1975 29 75,061 62,045 CIC OOF eNO als MANE SS) 8,012.7 6,475.0 3.09 3.03 
1970 44 87,178 92,284 COMAONG cee, oo 2,097.7 5,498.0 5,065.0 2.78 2.4) 
1965 57 92,059 89.005 ZO MAE HAE I Be/7/ 1356125 4,927.0 4,314.0 . *3- 05 2.76 
1960 64 128,039 129,111 361,972 336,567 2,017.4 5,655.0 55c09.0 2.33 2.61 
. 1955 102 149,020 133,824 437,826 361,286 1,3h2.0 4,292.0 3,542.0 2.94 2.70 
1950 118 255,091 245,274 817,859 687,017 207860 6,931.0 5,822.0 3.2] 2.80 
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Table 3. Use o National Forest lands, 1950-1975. (continued) 


nas OE a A RR EEE rn 


Actual AlAs Als Permitted Actual 
No. of No. of Animals Animal Months Animals Permitted Actual AMs Per Ai4s Per 
Permits Permitted Actual Pennitted Actual Per Permit Per Permit Per Permit Animal Animal 
Cassia County 
1975 18 NA 17,386 NA 58,992 965.9 NA 3,277.0 NA 3.40 
1970 22 25,724 2arase 75,089 71,198 1,062.8 3,413.0 3,236.0 2.91 3.04 
1965 27 32,205 34,344 97,646 88,537 Wee (gO _ 3,616.0 3,279.0 3.03 2.58 
1S60 34 34,871 33,701 99,221 95,206 991.0 2,918.0 2,800.0 2.84 2.83 
1955 NA 32,193 30,808 101,228 89,858 NA NA NA 3.14 2.92 
1951* NA 31,386 30,491 104,73) 88,109 NA NA NA 3.34 2.89 


a 
tA = Not Available 


*Data for some allotments were not available 
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. Stability may not reflect the changes in BLM use, however, as many of 
the changes occurred more than 15 years ago (before 1963). 

While complete and detailed records are not available which indi- 

* cated what changes have occurred in the use of federal lands by Cassia 
County permittees, the data in Tables 4 and5 indicate the following 
general conclusions: 

1. Use of Forest Service lands was relatively constant (Table 4) 
during the 1950-75 period, while use of BLM lands declined by 
more than 30 percent (Table 5). This change represented nearly 
a 20 percent reduction in the use of federal lands by Cassia 
County permittees during this period. 

2. The general increase in the use of FS lands by Cassia County 

9 permittees is not indicative of the pattern of use of the 
Sawtooth National Forest lands by all permittees--i.e., Cassia 
County permittees now obtain approximately 45 percent of the 
forage available from Sawtooth forest lands, which compare to 
less than 25 percent in 1950. This indicates that rather large 
adjustments have occurred in other areas administered by the 

Sawtooth National Forest.>/ 

3. The data in Table 3 indicate that the size of the average sheep 
permit declined during the 50's and 60's, but the average permit 
size has increased since that time. Furthermore, the average 
size of sheep permits is more than twice as large as the aver- 
age size of cattle permits (Table 3). Furthermore, records at 

= 5/ Forest Service records indicate that most of these adjustments 
have occurred in the Ketchum area (primarily Blaine and Camas Counties), 


and in the portions of the Sawtooth National Forest used by permittees 
from Utah. 


we 


Table 4. Actual use of Sawtooth National Forest lands, 1950-1975. 


1975. 1970 1965 1960 1955 1950- 

Forest (AUMs) 

Cattle & Horses 94,998 712035 68,619 60,333 69,607 94,498 

Sheep & Goats 37,095 44,570 49,175 675313 23257 “b3)-.403 

TOTAL 1325553 121,605 117,494 127,646 141 , 864 231,901 
Cassia County Permittees (AUMs) 

Cattle & Horses 47.215 40,89] 35,498 31,277 35,709 34,700 

Sheep & Goats 11,798 14,239 1/577 19,041 17,971 17,622 

TOTAL 59,013 epee (St) 535 205 505318 53,680 52e0cc 
Cassia County as % of Total 

Cattle & Horses 50 53 Bye 52 5] SH 

Sheep & Goats 3] aye 36 28 Zo '3 

TOTAL 45 45 45 39 38 23 


* : 
1976 data for the forest total was used 


ad 
Cassia County data is for 1951. 
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Table 5. Estimated AUMs of use on BLM lands by Cassia County 
livestock permittees, 1950 to present. 


Planning Unit or Allotment 


West Cassia 
Artesian 
Goose Creek 
Churchil 

SUBTOTAL. 


Cotterel] 
Declo Hills 
— Cotterell 
Jim Sage 
E-4 
Junction 


SUBTOTAL 


“Sublette 
TOTAL 


Use Before 


Change 


24,941 
81,427 


Current 


Use 


2,244 
8,043 
4,589 


14,876 


15, 387 


24,446 
54,709 


———————————— 
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Table 6. Approximate use of BLM and Forest Service lands 
by permittees from Cassia County. 


AUMs of Use + 
Use as Percent 
Year BLM FS Tota] of 195) Level 


1951 81,427 52,322 133, 749 100 
1955 81,427 93,680 Woon? 101 
1960 54,709 50,318 105,627 79 
1965 54,709 537200 107,914 8] 
1970 54,709 So. s0 1095039 82 


1975 54,709 DIS01S Woo, (ec 85 


inan197 26 a2 
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$8 C£8,C0f , Of 82 SOR ee over 
28 SSTLEEF 600,88 ON es  aner ; 


tone! so)v%e2 329707 bg Mid to sey 33 5m 
.+¥Jnuod sf226) mort asess} 


32U Yo sMUA 


LT teeta aieaty: 


sary 


3] 


the FS indicate that most sheep permittees own more than one 
permit. This would indicate that the average sheep operation 

is much larger than is the average cattle ranch. This fact is 
also borne out by the data in Table 2. These data indicate 

that most Sie aa anee in the Burley district (BLM) were 
permitted to graze from one to five thousand sheep. This number 
would be equivalent to 200 to 1,000 head of cattle. Most cattle 
Operators were permitted to graze fewer than 200 head of cattle. 
While no data are available which can be used to indicate what 
changes in size have occurred over time, these data suggest that 
small sheep operators may have been forced out of business, while 
smal] cattle permittees have generally survived. 

4. The data in Table 3 indicate that the relatively small adjust- 
ments in the use of Forest Service lands by cattle have occur- 
red as a result of reductions in numbers, as well as season of 
use. The average season of use and number of animals have in- 
creased or decreased at approximately the same rates over time. 
Decreased use of FS lands by sheep has occurred primarily as a 
result of decreased numbers; however, the season of uSe has gen- 
erally increased, while numbers have steadily declined. 

While the reductions in the use of BLM lands may have been partially 
affected by increases in the use of FS lands by Cassia County permittees, 
the data in Table 6 indicate that by 1960 the total use of federal lands 
was more than 20 percent less than the level in 1951. This reduction 
would be expected to affect the use of private lands in the county. The 


data in Tables 7, 8 and 9 suggest, however, that any adjustments that occur- 
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‘Table 7. “Agricultural statistics for Idaho, 1950-1974. 
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1950 =1954 1959 1964 1969 
* sprees 
Number of farms 40,284 38,740 33,670 29,661" 25,661 
Average size of farms | 328 370 452 516 566 
Proportion of land in farms 25 27 29 30 rae 
Irrigated land in farms (acres)x 1,000 Qe Sy 2 3ee 2, 570" 2, 00e* 2,704 
Cropland harvested (acres)x 1,000 Sets pL Oe 3, bere sd) 35900 
Cropland used for pasture (acres )x 100 485 545 663 696 967 
Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 5.625 6,712) 7,008 7,434 
Number of full-time operators 25,9879 24,2317 20, M8 17,5508 15, 396 
Full-time as % of all operators 64 62 60 59 60 
| Nr@cattle and calves x 100 940) 1,357? 1,380 1,603) 1,72) 
No. cows and heifers per farm 12 16 20 29 39 
No. Sheep and lambs: x 100 1,509 1,198 1,24 995 864 
Crops 

Wheat acres x 1,000 VEAZO 80,155 SU,08 47,041 960 
Barley acres x 1,000 304 54) 500 464 659 
| Oats acres x 100 158 174 127 85 82 
All hay: acres x 1,000 P2090 SV 9PTS SV «159 815244 31,107 
| tons x 1,000 2.31 2,229 2,863 3,39% 3,337 
Alfalfa hay acres x 1,000 691 843 899 967 903 
Wild hay acres x 1,000 143, «121 98 101 85 
Value of all products sold (x 100,000) 332 438 478 649 
Livestock as % of total 16 45 44 24 

: ‘@e: Census of Agriculture. 
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Tee’ 8. Agricultural statistics for Cassia County, Idaho, 1950-1974. 
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1974 


665 
784 
41.6 
203 
254 
34,118 


23) 
54,056 


1950 1954 1959 1964 1969 
Number of farms 1,248 1,225 1,142 978 902 
_ Average size of farms 372 425 565 678 660 
Proportion of land in farms 29 39.7 40.7 36:6 
Irrigated land in farms (acres)x 1,000 4) 107 146 190 178 
_ Cropland harvested (acres)x 100 125 139 176 204 197 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) 12,581 39,771 59,906 42,081 58,222 
Other pasture (acres) x 1,000 237 257 282 319 
Number of full-time operators 811 737 69) 554 532 
Full-time as % of all operators 65 60 6] 5/ 59 
." cattle and calves x 1,000 43 57 65 69 80 
om cows and heifers per farm 16 fe 25 42 49 
No. sheep and lambs: S0s643 71347V 787646 S392 723548 
per farm 220 247 345 655 847 
Crops 
Wheat acres 44,957 45,844 53,643 47,910 47,976 
Barley acres 6,088 13,885 8,277 15,105 25,744 
Oats acres 1,648 1,845 1,342 1,800 1,540 
All hay: acres 45,937 42,547 53,913 61,714 54,505 
tons x 1,000 120 Pes $1 194 187 
Alfalfa hay acres 34,330 36,561 46,003 53,113 47,408 
Wild hay acres 2,845, 4,537 2,525 5,059 
Value of all products sold (x 1,000) 11,862 13,893 22,189 32,816 35,243 99,170 
Livestock as % of total 40 35 28 38 5] 


i Census of Agriculture. 
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| 14. 9. Agricultural statistics for Oneida County, Idaho, 1950-1974. 


1950 1954 1959 1964 1969 1974 


es 


Number of farms 543 485 440 438 396 366 
Average size of farms 611 678 808 840 861 911 
Proportion of land in famnas AS eee | ao bee GO oon). doe] 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) $97,212.995919°21,906 23,398: 25,613 25,281 
Cropland harvested (acres)x 1,000 114 115 120 120 106 145 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) Besse b 236m 83 737 t5463% th6 926 15,579 
Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 9] 103 102 121 
Number of full-time operators 329 279 244 cco 209 209 
Full-time as % of all operators 6) 58 55 5] 53 <7) 
No. cattle and calves UB AO le 357 OU eo. ea Co eObS mo, 0d oo. 4 Oe 
e cows and heifers per fam a3 SH 39 58 68 83 
No. sheep and lambs: WOehiG; WhpO9Or 7544s, 359+ iB 2493 4,64) 

per farn 161 127 35 | 452 250 185 
Crops 
Wheat acres 84,722 63,904 61,653 64,246 53,960 85,866 
Barley acres dis GE) ee aaa! Gye Gut 89 9G 22 v7 da29 5655 
Oats acres 558 Boom ti ec4as 1.182" 19724 469 
All hay: acres 99746 21,024 245.239 27,57) 21,380: 26,422 
tons 3724/0083) 4927.40, 082 59,262 -57,329 69,009 
Alfalfa hay acres 12.0490 1 o0UG Dl bgsc0 boyooo 14,000 
Wild hay acres BFAS PMG, 248 TPS F660Me7 214 3 
Value of al) products sold (x 1,000) Wea hee 54005. 3420 4.534 5,925 10,907 
Livestock as % of total] 24 25 36 32 45 26 


eo" Census of Agriculture. 
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ed sere generally not different from trends for the state or Oneida®/ 
County. The following changes suggest, however, that some private land 
adjustments in Cassia County may have been associated with reductions in 
: the use of BLM lands in the late 50's. 
1. The average number of cows and heifers nearly doubled between 
1959 and 1960 in Cassia County, while the average for the state 
did not increase until later. However, the average size in 
Oneida also increased between 1959 and 1964, which suggests 
that adjustments in this general area preceded state adjustments. 
2. The average number of sheep per farm increased much faster in 
Cassia County than it did in the state, or in Oneida County, 
which suggests that sheep operators may have been affected by 
g the change in BLM use more than were cattlemen. 

In conclusion, small differences between the agricultural statistics 
for Cassia County, when compared to Oneida County or to the state, suggest 
that the reduced use of federal land probably had little affect on the 
use Of private lands in Cassia County. The only possible exception may 


have been a tendency to increase the size of sheep operations in the county. 


Bear Lake County, Idaho 

Bear Lake County is located in the southeastern corner of Idaho. 
Early records indicate that Forest Service lands in this general area 
were used by migratory sheep operators for summer pasture. This pattern 


of use still exists to some degree, because many sheep operators which 


§/oneida County borders Cassia County to the east, and is similar 
& to Cassia with respect to topography, climate, and patterns of use. It 
is, however, generally more agrarian, with somewhat greater emphasis on 
range livestock production. Furthermore, there is less irrigation and 
no cities are found within its borders which are as large as Burley 
(Cassia County). In short, Oneida is less densely popylated. 
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graze Caribou Forest lands in southeastern Idaho and northeastern Utah 
have base properties to the south and west. 
Range represents the primary use of land in Bear Lake County 
Bri cure 12). Most of the land in the county is privately owned (appro- 


ximately 50 percent), while 45.8 percent is owned by the federal govern- 


ee 
ve ‘ 
Range . 
49.6% 
<——Other 2.5% 
= Forest 5.5% 
2 7 ae “—f Pasture 8.5% 
on Cropland i 
33.8% / 
2) Figure 12. Use of land in Bear Laxe County, 1967. 


Source: Idaho Agricultural Statistics, 1972. 


ment. However, unlike Cassia, most (81%) of the federal land in Bear 
Lake County is administered by the Caribou National Forest. Furthermore, 
all of the BLM land in Bear Lake County is in small, scattered tracts 
(Section 15 leases) that had not been surveyed until the summer of 1977. 
As one would expect from the preceding paragraph, use of BLM lands 
Over time has not been altered by agency action. The use of BLM lands 
may have changed over time, but no records of use are available for this 
area. It is therefore assumed that use of BLM lands has remained at the 
current permited level over the period of concern (1950 to present). 
While use of BLM lands has probably not varied over time, use of 
® FS lands by Bear Lake permittees shows considerable variation (Table 10). 


These data indicate that the use of FS lands was reduced approximately 
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Table 10. Use of Forest Service lands by operators from Bear Lake County, 
1951-1975. 


1951 1956 1960 1965 1970 1975 

Animal months permitted 

Cattle & Horses 12,649 21,324 17,503 17,479 

Sheep & Goats 13,589 130) 9,274 7,706 9,870 
Animal months actual 

Cattle & Horses 26,578 22,564 18,820 18,924 16,956 14,527 

Sheep & Goats she aie 1T, 339 9,591 2,827 8,560 
Estimated animal unit months 

of actual use 20528) hay A ee 21,080 20,842 awe 16,239 

Use as % of 1956 level 116 100 83 82 70 64 


* 
Data for several cattle allotments were not available for 1951. Use for these allotments 
in 1951 was assumed to be equal to the amount recorded for the closest year. Use by 
sheep was not available until 1956, the level of use assumed for 1951. Thus, the total 
amount of use in 1951 (29,281 AUMs) is probably an underestimate of actual use. 
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45 rere: between 1951 and 1975, with reductions in excess of 10% bet- 
ween most five-year intervals. 

Information for Forest Service permits for 1977 and 1975 indi- 

' cate that most are generally small (Table 11). These data also indicate 
that while the average Bear Lake County operator is allowed to graze 42 
cattle and 745 sheep, there is considerable variation in the size of 
these operations (the standard deviation is greater than the mean). 
Furthermore, the average Bear Lake sheep operation is much smaller than 
is the average sheep operation in the National Forest lands, while the 
average cattle ranch is about the same size. 

While individual sheep allotments are generally common on the Caribou 
and BLM lands, every FS cattle allotment is used in common (cattle owned 
by more than one operator are permitted to graze in an allotment)--the 

“number of operators per allotment varied from 5 to 44 during 1975. 

Similar data concerning the size of BLM permits in Bear Lake County 
also indicate that most permits are relatively small (Table 14)--less 
than 100 AUMs were licensed per permit. The primary reason why most 
BLM permits are very smal] in this area is due to the fact that most BLM 
lands are small, scattered parcels which are essentially part of a pri- 
vate operation. 

No data are available which can be used to trace changes in the size 
of FS or BLM permits over time. Therefore, it is impossible to determine 
what impact the reductions in FS use had on permittee size or distribu- 
tion. Allotment files indicate, however, that a large, but unknown por- 
tion of the permits have been owned by the same person throughout this 


period. 
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Table 11. Size and distribution of Bear Lake County and Caribou National Forest 
Service, 1977. 


Caribou 
Bear Lake Forest 
1977 1975 1977 
Sheep Operators 
Number of operators permitted to graze: 

1-1,000 head 5 10 
1,000-2,500 head Z 13 
2,500 or more 16 

Ave. no. of animals permitted per operator 745 570 
Standard deviation 760.6 1,984 
Ave. no. of animal months permitted per operator 1,248 4,841 
Standard deviation 1,669 4,408 
Cattle Operators 
Number of operators permitted to graze: 
1-40 head 84 94 
40-100 head Zs 30 
100-200 head 7 10 
200 or more 4 4 
Ave. no. of animals permitted per operator 42.4 40.6 44.7 
Standard deviation eb) 59.4 ORE 
Ave. no. of animal months permitted per operator Ase 
Standard deviation 194.6 
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Table 14. Size and distribution of use of Bear Lake County BLM permits, 


Cattle & 
Cattle Sheep Sheep Tota] 
Number of pernits 48 ] 3 52 
e of licensed use 3.700 a 718 4,494 
“Ave. No. of AUMs licensed 78.4 7 718 86.4 
Standard Deviation 122.9 -- 387 146.1 
Ave. No. of Animals 20.4 ips) 
Standard Deviation 30.1 -- 
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The relatively large reduction in the use of FS lands would be ex- 


pected to have some affect on the use of private lands in the county. 


In fact, the following trends indicate that the reductions in the use 


‘ of FS lands by livestock owned by ranchers from Bear Lake County may 


have affected the use of privately owned resources (See Tables 12 and 13). 


i 


The percentage of full-time Operators in Bear Lake declined, 
while the Fe rCentace of full-time operators stayed relatively 
constant in Caribou,_/ Oneida, and Cassia Counties, as well 

as the state. This indicates that ranchers in Bear Lake may 
have sought more "off-farm" work as a result of the FS reduc- 
tions. 

While the number of cattle and calves increased in Bear Lake 
County, the rate was not as great as it was in Oneida, Cassia, 
and Caribou, or the state. In fact, the number of cattle and 
calves remained essentially constant from 1945 through 1969 in 
Bear Lake County, while numbers in all the other areas increased. 
This reduced trend was also true for the average cet of cows 
and heifers per farm. These trends suggest that reductions in 
the use of FS lands may have retarded the growth of the cattle 
industry in Bear Lake County. 

While cattle numbers did not increase as rapidly in Bear Lake 
as they did in the other counties or the state, sheep numbers 
declined at a less rapid rate. However, most sheep operations 


were relatively small (small number of sheep per farm), which, 


caribou County borders Cear Lake County to the north, while Oneida 
is just west of Bear Lake County. In general, the characteristics of 
these two counties represent differences from Bear Lake in opposite 
directions--Oneida is dryer, while Caribou County receives more rain- 
fall, and is forested like much of Bear Lake County. 
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‘JTable 12. Agricultural statistics for Bear Lake County, Idaho, 1950-1974. 


1950 81954 1959 1964 1969 1974 


“Number of farms 7 Ome) 35168) Age. 4A4 


Average size of farms reed de S70 G63) Gt GSa. be 1GBh 
Proportion of land in farms AG ep ae ba Ao BY oP. 7 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) 52,850 56,820 59,212 56,849 55,375 49,330 
| Cropland harvested (acres) 87,685 97,660 93,465 86,916 80,636 92,303 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) 138,438 11.044 12,335 15,400 23,748 33,291 
Other pasture (acres) x 1,000 15] 184 225 199 
_ Number of full-time operators 501 525 374 298 Che 300 
Full-time as % of all operators 70 69 59 58 58 62 
Nom cattle and calves 28,616) 20,364 32.62) 30.746 30;380 415132 
“No. cows and heifers per fam 19 21 28 37 47 61 
No. sheep and lambs: 23,481" 22,410, 62,000 de dd Lesko Lovaks 
per farm 143 94 139 113 148 254 
Crops 
Wheat acres 24,20 22,519 16,681 16;399 18,214.20.603 
Barley acres Betos215 615 345021 30,444 11,689 b3.075 
Oats acres 2,co) 25414 1,186 625 22d 677 
All hay: acres 52.298 54.020 60,222 $0,223.45,689 54,837 
tons x 1,000 67 67 78 78 8] 101 
Alfalfa hay acres 15,596 19,188 22,451 18,458 21,800 
Wild hay acres 26,596 29,179 29,888 26,167 
Value of all products sold (x 1,000) Byeoa 31164) 8.2el6 3,612) .51473 9,10) 
Livestock as % of total 52 45 57 48 78 68 
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: Number of farms 


| Average size of farms 


Proportion of land in farms 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) 
Cropland harvested (acres)x 1,000 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) 
Other pasture (acres) x 1,000 


Number of full-time operators 
Full-time as % of all operators 
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N@<attle and calves 


‘No. cows and heifers per fam 


No. sheep and lambs: 
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Wheat acres 
Barley acres 
Oats acres 
All hay: acres 
tons x 1,000 
Alfalfa hay acres 


Wild hay acres 
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Value of all products sold (x 100) 
Livestock as % of total 


@prce: Census of Agriculture. 
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“Table 13. Agricultura] statistics for Caribou County, Idaho, 1950-1974. 
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when combined with the small pemait size (Table 11), indicates 
that these small operations may not have been greatly affected. 
4. The relatively small growth in the livestock industry in Bear 
fad Lake is also reflected in the hay production of the county-- 
i.e., yields did not increase as rapidly, while acreage declined 
in Bear Lake relative to the other counties in Idaho. 
While the preceding is not conclusive, the data for Bear Lake County 
Suggest that the major impact of reductions in the use of FS lands may 


have been a reduction in the growth of the counties’ cattle industry. 


Rich County, Utah 


Rich County is located in the northeastern corner of Utah, and bor- 
& ders both Wyoming and Idaho. It also borders Bear Lake County, Idaho 
; _to the south. In general, it is very similar to Bear Lake County. For 
example, the data in Figure 13 indicate that range is the dominant use 


Of land in Rich county--most of the federal land is also used as range 
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Figure 13. Use of land in Rich County, Utah, excluding 
urban and smal] water, 1967. 
Source: Utah Agricultural Statistics, 1976. 
or forest. One difference between these counties, however, stems from 


the fact that a larger portion of Bear Lake County is cropland than is 


Rich County. One other major difference between Bear Lake and Rich 
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counties concerns federal ownership. For example, Bear Lake County is 
generally administered by the FS, while Rich County has a relatively 
large acreage which is administered by the BLM. Furthermore, during 1976 
'BLM lands in Rich County were "blocked off" into single and common use 
allotments--twenty-six percent of Rich County was administered by the 
BLM, while approximately 12 percent was administered by the FS. The 
major difference between these two counties is reflected by the use of 
federal lands over time (Tables 15 and 16). These data indicate that 
relatively large reductions occurred on FS and BLM lands used by Rich 
County operators in the early 60's. While these data do not indicate what 
the total change was, it is estimated that total use was reduced at least 


30 percent [(10032 + 40716) - (30651 + 3686) = 50748] between 1955 and 1977. 


While no summaries were available regarding Forest Service pemnittees, 

the small amount of information available indicates the following: 

1. Most sheep allotments are grazed by one permittee--one owner 
grazed his animals on four allotments during 1977/7. 

2. Most cattle allotments are used by cattle which are owned by 
many permittees. For example, during 1977 there were 60 FS 
permits to graze 2,558 cattle and horses, which were permitted 
to remove 6,906 animal months of forage. The large number of 
permits and the relatively small number of animals indicates 
that most cattle permits are small--the average permit was for 
42 animals and 115 animal months during 1977. 

The same general trends are also true for BLM use. For example, 

& the data in Table 17 indicate that relatively few BLM permits were for 


more than 500 AUMs--most permits were for less than 150 AUMs. Further- 
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Table 15. Use of Forest Service lands by permittees from Rich County, 1955- 
1977 


1977 1970 1955 196) 1959 - 1955 

Cattle & Horses 

AMs permitted a Recpa la: 2.5002 1,929 5,918 9,388 

AMs actual PrSsc 2,749 1,985 7,505 8,519 
®.. & Goats 

~  AMs permitted real 10,028 
* * 

AMs actual 6,769 8,05] 14,436 4,395 7,564 
Total AUMs use 

Permitted 3,993 4,507 

Actual 3,686 4,359 4,872 8, 384 10,032 
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* 
Data was only available for five sheep allotments. This would have repre- 
sented approximately one-half the use made by all sheep. 
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Table 16. Use of BLM lands in Rich County. 


AUMs of Use 
Prior to After 
Allotment or Area 1958 1963 197) 1977 
Randolph 14,417 8,84] 9,144 9,834 
Rin 9,190 4,603 4,811 4,550 
Laketown/Round Valley 1,474 296 799 799 
Woodruff 7,432 4,496 4,283 5,690 
Raneah 8,146 Ley! 33037 33037 
Remaining allotments 7,980 ro 6,214 


TOTAL 40,716 a8 he pe: 050 Se 30 , 65] 
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Table 17. Size (AUMs) of BLM permits used 
by Rich County permittees, Salt 
Lake District, 1976, 1971, and 
1967. 


Number of Permits 
Size of Permits 


(AUMs ) 1967. 1971 1976 

Less than 50 13 20 17 

51-100 12 22 17 
101-200 2] 28 30 
201-300 “16 29 2] 
301-500 26 16 10 
501-750 5 4 3 
More than 750 10 3 6 


Table 18. Size of permits, Wasatch Resource area, 


BLM, 1978. 

No. of No. of AUMs per 

Permit Size Operators AUMs Operator 
1-100 Pts 3,761 51 
101-500 9] 23,655 259 
501-1,000 18 13,940 . 774 
7,001-2,000 11 1osa94 1,453 
2,001-3,000 2 4,930 2,465 
3,001-4,000 6 20,903 3,483 


4,000+ 5 48 ,666 9,733 


nn 
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Pere: these data also indicate a general downward trend--i.e., the aver- 
age size of permits tended to decrease during the 1967-76 period. While 

these data indicate that most Rich County permits are relatively small, 

Be imi lar data for the Wasatch resource area, part of the Salt Lake district 
(BLM), which includes Rich County, indicates (Table 18) that Rich County 
permits make up a large portion of the smal] permits in this resource 
area. These data indicate that most permits in Rich County are relatively 
small. 

While no data was available concerning the tenure of Rich County per- 
mits, data for the Wasatch resource area show that more than 70 percent 
of the permits had been held for more than 15 years (145 out of 206), and 
that less than 10% (16) had been held fewer than five years. This suggests 
that most permittees, including those in Rich County, have held their per- 
mits for a relatively long time. This is also borne out through adjudi- 
cation records for this area--i.e., many of the same operators held per- 
mits before and after the reductions in Rich County were imposed. This 
suggests that the reductions in Rich County probably forced few operators 

out of business, but other adjustments probably occurred. 

The data concerning private land use in Rich and Summi te’ Counties 
in Utah, Bear Lake and Caribou counties in Idaho, and state totals for 
Utah suggest that the following adjustments probably occurred in Rich 
County: 

1. The percentage of full-time operators decreased in Rich County, 

when compared to Summitt County and the state. The decrease, 


however, was Similar to the decrease in Bear Lake County. This 


8 summit County lies directly south of Rich County. 


i ‘ ¥ ; i 
“Ta¥6 of2 ,.9.7--bagi? Stennb Ter 
fi 


sft .borVog OT~Taeh ea}. eaPh ounce: ey rai 
TT 9 ig? orn 2) tire Vtnwed Aven zen rent-aseci 
i (4 169 . 8896 STwGeSsy Aare: gH ane 70F a 
. ij Ost) 29282 or) venue Asth 2sbetonh 4 
‘ } fame o nofsog spvet s qu «tha 
fimrsq t Jay steorbat edad 
idslisve gow etee 
l 1 forseewW ang 
OT bisd wag: 
G 344 19 
! (Duly 
is GND} yi bet 
’ b fears etd i 
251 i tows atts roy? 
% At 200% P20ube 
( iirwh) 20¢b6 ini twa -¥ 
. j Sf) DBI rAVING Peni song7 
: { Sriryoo voditsl bre ‘oJ 
. o \idodorg 2ipondeutbe) patwolfo? sit 
A At 692691996 eyogeieqo saff-(fut Yo veadnn nas 8 
xvQSh | .S3693 OAP Dns: Yinue) nba c ov boven 
- 


"Sod. {ii 92697D3b 


aay ot “yet tm 


me 


ri) o 
PY ic f 
ee ~s id 


50 


Suggests that reductions in federal land use may have had a 
tendency to force permittees to seek off-farm employment. 
2. The average number of sheep per farm declined in Rich County 
i” from 1945 to 1965, while all other areas tended to either re- 
main constant or increase. Other factors may have caused this 
trend, but the reductions in Rich County may have hurt large 
sheep operators. 
3. Two anomalies appear in the data for Rich County. First, in 
1964 the cropland used for pasture declined sharply. Second, 
while the tons of hay produced in all other counties in this 
area tended to increase, the tonnage produced in Rich County 
declined in 1954, as did state production. No explanation 
2) can be given for these differences, unless the data was in- 
correctly recorded or other unknown factors were responsible. 
4. While the acreage of wild hay in most other areas has fluctu- 
ated over time, with a general tendency to remain constant, 
the acreage in Rich County has steadily declined, as did the 
tonnage produced. In general, however, these declines were 
offset by increases in alfalfa hay production. In fact, the 
increased tonnage of all hay produced, if converted at a ratio 
of 3 AUMs per ton, would be approximately equal to the decreased 
use of federal lands in Rich County. 
While some other minor differences exist, most other adjustments 
were Similar to changes in other areas where reductions in the use of 


3 federal lands have been small. 


5] 


Table 19. Agricultural statistics for Utah, 1950-1974. 


}9562" 195499 19595" 196454 196950 1974 


Number of farms wa 24,196722,826017 814715, 7594 13,045812, 184 


Average size of farms 4489 25635 27428 28175 38676 4871 
Proportion of land in farms 20067 couse catiS 24048 29358 ~~ 2092 
Irrigated land in farms (acres)x 1,000 131859 990739 130623 330926 14025 970 
Cropland harvested (acres)x 1,000 16279% T2275" “WG052? 45039? 140248 17,089 
_ Cropland used for pasture (acres )x 1,000 305 275 409 442 507 438 
Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 6,815" 8,733 

| Number of full-time operators 16,854 15, 703° 11,398 9,956 8,229) 7,942 
Full-time as % of all operators 70 69 64 63 63 65 
Nc@attie and calves x 1,000 Bee S877e° BP.65S F574 B7sey 4.940 
' No. cows and heifers per fan: 15 19 24 31 42 5] 
No. sheep and lambs: x 1,000 - “Poor *Pye397 or p29. VylOb TH,0} 759 
per farm 282 244 259 328 369 325 

Crops : 
Wheat acres x 1,000 416 343 226 203 220 264 
Barley acres x 1,000 ds: 145 144 118 116 114 
Oats acres x 1,000 40 29 19 19 15 10 
All hay: acres x 1,000 525 652 531 563 518 55) 
tons x 1,000 Pyiee! o).t2e 67,239: $1,408 81,486 o4,537 
Alfalfa hay acres x 1,000 360 410 41) 429 358 378 
Wild hay acres x 1,000 100 84 64 66 56 61 
Value of all products sold (x 100,000) 130 127 156 159 212 339 
Livestock as % of total 40 4] 50 79 82 72 


(@rce: Census of Agriculture. 
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Table 20. Agricultural statistics for Rich County, Utah, 1950-1974. 


W950). WS W969. 1964 1969) 1974 


—— 


Number of farms 243 278 227 «204 «4168 4168 


Average size of farms 2,305 2,055) 2,635 2,915 3,656 3,248 
Proportion of land in farms S6n,7 G64) - FL WB 99.8 83h. 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) 59,178 50.756 53,433 55,556 47,168 47,728 
Cropland harvested (acres) 52,782 52,505 48,419 47,779 47,388 50,00! 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) 3,323 4,140 19,583 6,605 13,558 8,468 
Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 | 498 397 447 533 
Number of full-time operators 170 223 138 128 93 112 
Full-time as % of all operators 70 8] 61 63 55 67 
‘e cattle and calves 27,752 29,551 29,459 33,295 33,060 40,922 
No. cows and heifers per fam 61 61 8] 109 138 178 
No. sheep and lambs: 66,378 59,587 54,336 20,304 19,798 32,522 
per farm 670 497 477 267 Wz 638 
Crops 
Wheat acres 3574 3,370) 3,085 2,0 5,042 4, 34% 
Barley acres 2B Aga 2. Jif 3,548 2,789) 2,060 2, Ia 
Oats acres 545 302 504 308 99 293 
All hay: acres 45,854 44,471 41,673 42,405 39,555 43,257 
tens 48,502 39,010 49,532 53,776 54,182 65,772 
Alfalfa hay acres 6,472 5,991 6,925 6,642 7,860 9,795 
Wild hay acres 3%, 0023 35), 727) 255.329) 25,874 22,262 
Value of al) products sold (x 1,000) 2,379 2,490 2,569 2.480) 3.925). S822 
Livestock as % of total 83 88 92 90 93 86 


nel 


@o° Census of Agriculture. 
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Table 21. Agricultural statistics for Summitt County, Utah, 1950-1974. 


———— 


1950 1954 1959 1964 1969 1974 


a 


Number of farms B6G Wri4ag® M3658 Mej60 14344 © 304 


Average size of farms 75 2mene? Veale Goda alacMale27c) W125 
Proportion of land in farms Cine Ones) 2 ee Ono ose ere tO. 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) Beh 56834 099 29,435.°5),0091 29,760 205307 
Cropland harvested (acres) Oh, AVS Me 9986 39255263923 5932. 2292/75 18,511 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) WAG all oogncos 1 60 be, O65 m14 2155 11,122 
Other pasture (acres) x 1,000 19] 258 318 | 
Number of full-time operators EY 320 244 267 235 206 
Full-time as % of all operators 7052 Panke..2° FbRne roel’. cn68.3 67.8 
Ng cattle and calves PANO Ueto O OUR ons bor oe U0e1 Sens) ato Od 
- No. cows and heifers per fam UW. 2) 24 30 40 50 
No. sheep and lambs: 49,826 39,087 53,066 64,026 69,532 56,216 
per farm 302 Ge 336 504 605 54) 
Crops: 
Wheat acres 1, /24- 44 902 520 564 506 
Barley acres 2, (OS eecal ou. PlaGhs 1,387 790 
Oats acres Voes 883 697 414 157 
All hay: acres 21,950 21,273 19,696 18,603 17,940 15,608 
tons 37,089 34,998 39,710 42,158 46,985 46,985 
Alfalfa hay acres 7°54) ooh) 8980561 U8 ose S816) 7 937 
Wild hay acres 5/423 ebsSent 2,018 
Value of all products sold (x 1,000) Be0lG 2.065 3,250 -4,3161.0,055  /,046 
Livestock as % of total 46 44 47 95 96 9] 


ee ee eS eee eee ee ee. eee ee 


eo: Census of Agriculture. 
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Utah County, Utah 


Unlike the other areas studied, Utah County is relatively urban. 
Its population has grown rapidly since 1950--population growth in Utah 
' County is one of the fastest in the state, as wo!] as in the West. It is 
also the second most populous county of the state (Utah Agricultural 
Statistics, 1976). 

While Utah County is often viewed as an urban county, most of the 
land within its border is used for agricultural purposes. For example, 
the data in Figure 14 indicates that in 1967 more than 36 percent of the 

- land, exclusive of federal, urban, and smal] water areas, in Utah County 
was not uSed as either cropland, pasture, or range. Furthermore, much 


of the federal land has historically been used by domestic livestock. 
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Figure 14. Use of land in Utah County, excluding federal, 
urban, and smal] water, percent of total land. 
Source: Utah Agricultural Statistics, 1976. 
Like most areas in the west, federal lands in Utah are administered 
by the Forest Service (81.4%) and the BLM (16%). However, unlike many 


@ areas in the west, much of the Forest Service land in Utah County receives 


heavy use by recreationists. As a result, some areas that were once grazed 
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by domestic lviestock have been reserved for recreation, while other 
areas have received large reductions in use for other reasons. These 
reductions are shown in Table 22. These data indicate that use of 
bareet Service lands was reduced more than sixty percent between 195] 
and 1970. While actual uSe data for the UintahNational Forest are not 
available after 1972, permitted eerie increased slightly, but these 
permitted levels of use are only slightly larger than the amount per- 
mitted in 1970. Thus, use today is much less than it was in 1951. 

Permittees from Utah County also received reductions in the use of 
lands administered by the BLM. Use was reduced from 17,564 to 15,130 
AUMs in the early 1960's on BLM lands administered in the Salt Lake dis- 
trict, and from 20,702 to 17,042 AUMs on lands administered by the Rich- 
\ district in the late 1960's. Thus, total use of BLM lands by 


Utah County operators was reduced 15.9 percent=/ 


during the decade of 
the 1960's. 

While permittee data is generally not available for all areas, the 
data for the allotments in the Uintah National Forest indicates that 
84(103 + 123) percent of the small cattle permits on the Uintah National 
Forest lands are from Utah County. This trend of a large number of smal] 
permits is also borne out by the fact that in 1977 the average cattle 
permit allowed 34 animals to obtain 117 AUMs of forage from Uintah Na- 
tional Forest lands. Thus, most Forest Service permits owned by Utah 
County ranchers are small. Furthermore, these ranchers use the seven 


allotments involved in common. 12/ 


® 3/5 (17,564 + 20,720) - (15,130 + 17,042)] + 38,266. 


1O/onty one allotment had fewer than 5 permits, while one allotment 
was grazed by cattle which were owned by more than 70 ranchers. 
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Table 22. Actual use (AUMs) of Forest Service lands by permittees from 
Utah County, 1951-1970. 


* 
| 1951 1955 1960 1965 1970 
{ 
Uintah National Forest - 
Sheep (AMs) 3,623 4,490 5,716 6,385 6,764 
Cattle (AMs) 52,105 47,560 42,684 16,756 16,113 
Manti-La Sal 
Sheep (AMs) 490 195 167 288 
Cattle (AMs) 1ad5 Jperetds GS ram |ah7 216 
TOTAL (AUMs) 57,975 54,221 50,541 23,645 22,877 


* 
Data for 1951 and 1955 from Uintah National Forest were not available 
for some allotments. The amounts shown are, therefore, underestimate 
total use. 


Table 23. Number of permittees by size class of animals permitted to graze 
Uintah National Forest lands, 1977. 


CATTLE 


No. of Operators No. of Qperators 
No. of 


Animals Utah County Forest Total 


No. of — 
Animals Utah County Forest Total 


1-25 103 erl23 1-500 1 3 
26-50 24 43 501-1,000 3 3 
51-100 20 Haga 1,001-2,000 4 n 

101-200 7 16 2,001- 3,500 1 9 
201+ 2 4 3,501+ 2 7 
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This general trend of a large number of relatively small perinits 
also exists on BLM lands. However, many of the BLM allotments are small, 
and are used by livestock which are owned by one permittee. While data 
was not readily available for permittees from Utah County, permittee 
information from the Richfield district indicates that nearly 80 percent 
of the permittees using the House resource area (primarily Juab and 
northern Millard Counties) are permitted to graze less than 100 head of 
cattle (most Utah County permittees graze their animals in this resource 
area). These data indicate that permittees from this area are generally 
small operators. 

One of the major complications in Utah County and the possible 
effect of reductions in the use of federal lands concerns dairying in 
the county. Unlike the other areas studied, dairy production represents 
a major portion of the animal production in the county. For example, 
in 1974 more than one-fourth of the cows and heifers were milk cows and 
the sale of dairy products was nearly as great as was the sale of cattle 
and calves. Furthermore, census data did not separate beef from dairy 
cattle before 1974, so the numbers indicated in Table 24 reflect both 
dairy and beef cattle numbers over time. Therefore, the reader should 
recognize that the cattle industry data which follows includes dairy, 
as well as beef numbers. 


Dra iereneeds teers cat ton 


of agricultural production in Utah 
County limits any inferences that can be made regarding the impact of 
reductions in federal grazing, the following general trends are suggested: 


UY pairy and poultry production are more important in Utah County 
than they are in any other county included in this study. 
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9. 24,‘ Agricultural statistics for Utah County, Utah, 1950-1974. 


Fe ee ee 
——————— ee 
——— 


1950. 1954. 1959 1964 1969 1974 


Number of farms ghjone 381752 28358" 283121 ,733 1,605 


BN 


Average size of farms 179 168 292 301 326 301 
Proportion of land in farms Adee Weyat 05328.1 15399) 4349 3745 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) 97,683 86,549 92,277 99,236 78,974 81,854 
Cropland harvested (acres)x 1,000 57) 533 687 696 565 483 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) 14-0018 297124, °28.692 1235079 315309) 3} 5640 

Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 360 286 508 512 
Number of full-time operators Poo doer ooo oul Is o95. laiod 91,086 
Full-time as % of all operators vhs) 45 68 70 66 68 
No. cattle and calves A2 sos 064000.,95) 64.334 585937 60,983 
® .... and heifers per fanii 9 1] 16 19 26 30 
No. sheep and lambs: x 1,000 85 115 113 101 84 fz 
per farm (aail} 215 253 298 342 310 

Crops 

Wheat acres PA Ob awl D veo bbe 4205 13,9 2ntan0gsi8 , 18} 
Barley acres 17,487 142545 15,286 14,079 J2.3/ 5.125243 
Oats acres Pi bOkaEceol eto: Uj eset, cos 787 
All hay: acres 35,640 38,837 38,116 42,227 31,606 32,500 
tons x 1,000 95 103 8 123 Ma 110 
Alfalfa hay acres 26,095 29,059 27,893 31,326 20,904 24,129 
Wild hay acres FIRS SES OTR ee peeled Late! 4,424 
| Value of all products sold (x 100,000) egaesta4 172 gonage? 9425 38 
Livestock as % of total Ane 22a) Eldedieeuteiaa 68 


| eo Census of Agriculture. 
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‘1. The relatively stable number of cattle and calves in Utah County, 
when compared to Juab County!2/or to the state, suggests that 
the growth of the cattle industry in Utah County may have been 
retarded as a result of the reductions in the use of federal 
lands. However, cattle numbers in Salt Lake County (Table 25) 
declined after 1959. This suggests that other factors may have 
also contributed to the reduced growth rate of the cattle indus- 
try in Utah County. 

2. The relatively small increase in the number of cows and heifers 
per farm, when combined with the size distribution of Forest 
Service and BLM permits in Utah County, suggests that many of 
the smal! operators have probably remained in business. If this 
is true, it suggests that reductions in this area probably had 
little impact on these operators, as many (most?) would have 
Other sources of income. 

3. The data for Utah County also suggests that in the early 60's, 
when the largest reductions in the use of federal] lands occurred, 
hay production increased (acreage and tonnage), the number of an- 
imals remained essentially constant, and the amount of cropland 
used for pasture decreased. Thus, in the short run Utah County 
permittees may have adjusted to reductions in federal forage by 
growing more hay. 

In summary, the data for Utah County suggests the same general adjust- 
ments as occurred in Bear Lake and Rich Counties--i.e., reduced growth in 

@) cattle numbers and increased hay production. 


12/ Juab County lies south of Utah County, while Salt Lake County 
borders Utah County to the north. 
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Table 25. Agricultural statistics for Salt Lake County, Utah, 1950-1974. 


OO OO 
—_—_—"__?_") Sn — 


1950 1954 1959 1964 1969 1974 


Number of farms | 2,592 2,072 1,383 889 798 592 
Average size of farms iy omueeeGde Mm 445i6 AS?) <8 3378081378 
Proportion of land in farms | IGN oeloocoee 2O2, | eobeeb, 9 45-8 
Irrigated land in farms (ecres) 497499 49-531 47,760 33.876 33,970 27.662 
Cropland harvested (acres) TP JO 9, chet io) 404510 39,447. 30.075 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) LUSUCoe eos) Sims .099 830.005 © 9,840 17,508 
Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 338 408 479 
Number of full-time operators 2.080. 4,028 949 585 494 378 
Full-time as % of all operators 79 78 69 66 62 64 
N@<attle and calves TAxGclece, 3005cO ss Jel ee Ol 461625016, 617 
No. cows and heifers per farm 5 8 iz i/ 22 28 
No. sheep and lambs: 63,062. 84,20¢ 59,526 60175 19,074 34.98) 
per farm 23] 204 183 365 147 289 
Crops 
Wheat acres COD IeUC CO OcOml Oo, UOl Wy 2Oy lo o50 4b 200) 
Barley acres A, 480 920,920)):/,6)6 35080) 2072 
Oats acres 15530 sles ce 987 229 227 
All hay: acres 16,898 18,347 17,959 12,829 13,864 13,008 
tons 63,373 56,075 60,720 43,983 48,531 48,621 
Alfalfa hay acres ae 8 07a) O20 el Os UtRE Oe UCCALS sides sco 
Wild hay acres 1,443 327 978 
Value of al) products sold (x 1,000) Ie oo eo UCU lees 12,231 Pedy heeds Per es 
Livestock as % of total 20 22 29 34 


Se PS aia mm ee e --  S 


@rce: Census of Agriculture. 
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Tabie 26. ‘Agricultural statistics for Juab County, Utah, 1950-1974. 
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1954 
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690 
10.6 
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1959 
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974 
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1969 


236 
865 
9.4 
14,307 
24,882 
'9,039 
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19,360 
2,036 
202 
9,634 
17,223 
7,420 
1,490 
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0,787 
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10,611 
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11,686 
14228 

336 

1 ykGy 
24,544 
6,057 


Pe soge 
1,420 
60 
10,378 
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1950 
Number of farms 349 
Average size of farms ; 548 
Proportion of land in farms 8.7 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) 17,077 
Cropland harvested (acres) 38,956 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) 5,462 
Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 74 
Number of full-time operators 202 
Full-time as % of all operators 58 
N cattle and calves 9,033 
No. cows and heifers per fam: 18 
No. sheep and lambs: 9,477 
per farm 130 

Crops 
Wheat acres 24,705 
Barley acres 1,936 
Oats acres 408 
All hay: acres 72500 
tons 15,644 
Alfalfa hay acres 6,350 
Wild hay acres 470 
Value of all products sold (x 1,000) 2,005 
Livestock as % of total 30 
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@r:: Census of Agriculture. 


1,472 
66 


2,173 
79 


Ly 
43 


fa | i 


ee a ccm ee 


mr err steers a tlereeameigs se 2 
sf ote 9 te — nt + ee engey eateta: 
7 i 


ol 
Tt a he me “ an 


a aaa 


aver Gaet . paet caer aes ies ies tent 


lela ea en ee a ee ee 


— 


oe eee 


(OS .atS EAS BRS Ree a a 
Ost 238 g80,f B8e © pea” oka 2 eng 
ST OG RIE OF Bor ae es “erat at 
RSF MF FORT (Sea TAN, tT NEO,.8 ANO,TE fepae) aris? Re 
OST, eS $8, 08 OCT 68 308, 1S BE,SE 28.8 ears) b 
AOE, 1 LEO,CF OF8,OF $20.0. SRS .EF Saha (29798), ‘grutesq 0h 8 
fees eee tee oe 000,f x{zers8) 9 
salbielt she up ai)" tte sae ns ot 
est ORF EBD Bet. Ser) ene _ &0sen9go aata ot ieee 
2 Me v2 bd 8e 8e Ra ti tan F 
Odd 2 aS af fot. fi OS, Of CLE, ff 0.8 | 3 av fa io 
08 ep og ps AS af whet y9q erat iad. 
PASO CES,AL WEBS BVO TT Oba. ty Teale im readme? bas a8 
MOE OME ENS fOS ger: “ney we? a9q 


a 


. 


A 
ST me ee ee a ee ee ok 


23.10 GBd,Tf Ofek TOC lor Oakey <Ot bs | * eye 
OSh.S BSS.f). CORI BEEF. O60,% ieee 
02 a a a | SOS BOR 
avC.01 Tat,OF 118,08 tEr8 ea,e B82, 
ECEAS S82,8S SBE,CS Baalar ESE,CE phaat co 
200, [0,4 £08,% 030.8 OSA. Mabe eee 
200, 1 aet.F £88,f ORA,f ORB. Ue 7s et a 
WORE in 
ENTS ROO.E SR f 182, 200.8, : 
ch 8, ae 


gee f 
ae ca 
: t > 
tar 
: ‘| P a a4 
7 Aare 
a ey eae 


62 
e Lincoln County, Nevada 
Lincoln County is located near the southeastern tip of Nevada. It 
is an area that receives very little precipitation, and represents a rather 
harsh environment. As a result, nearly 84 percent of the land area is 
administered by the BLM, while less than one percent is administered by 
the Forest Service. These lands provide grazing for domestic livestock 
during every season of the year. Furthermore, this is the only area in- 
cluded in the study where water base permits/2exist. As a result, live- 
stock owned by several permittees from Lincoln County are allowed to graze 
federal and BLM lands essentially year round. 
While data was not readily available for permittees just from Lincoln 


County, the data for the Caliente and Schell resource areas 


indicates 
@ that permits in this area are larger than those in the other areas Studied 
(Tables 27 and 28). Furthermore, the permits in this area are owned by a 
relatively small number of individuals. Data from the BLM also indicate 
that more than half of the permittees have held their permits for 15 or 
more years. Furthermore, nearly half the permits allow livestock to graze 
the Caliente resource area for 10 or more months. Thus, permittees in 
this area would be expected to depend heavily on federal lands for their 
livelihood. 
Only two permittees from Lincoln County are permitted to graze Forest 
Service lands in Nevada. Records from the Humbolt National Forest indicate 
that the use of the allotment involved has been relatively constant--the 
13/ownership of a "water base” is used as the foundation for awarding 
grazing privileges, rather than a “land base”. 
1/the Caliente resource area is primarily in Lincoln County, and is 


part of the Las Vegas district. The Schell resource area is part of the 
Ely district, and includes a large portion of White Pine County. 
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Table 27. Size distribution of permits in the Schell and Caliente Resource 
areas, Nevada, 1978. 


Schell] Resource Area Caliente Resource Area 
Ave. No. Ave. No. 
No. of AUMs No. of AUMs 
Permit Size in AUMs Operators Per Operator Operators Per Operator 
1-100 1 66 5 ; 70 
101-500 19 344 Ny) 340 
501-1 ,000 5 684 21 720 
1,001-2,000 5 1,462 13 1,330 
2,001-3,000 5 Zyab2 2 2,615 
3,001-4,000 7 35662 4 3,486 
4,001-5,000 1 4,349 ] 2,126 
5,001-15,000 10 8,339 6 3,036 
15 ,001-25,000 2 1oe379 1 16,169 
25 ,000+ 3 34,464 
TOTAL 58 4,883 93 200 
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i) 
Table 28. Distribution of herd size, Schell and Caliente Resource 
areas, Nevada, 1978. 
Schell Resource Area Caliente Resource Area 
No. of No. of Ave. Head No. of Ave. Head } 
Cattle & Horses Operators Per Operator Operators Per Operator 

1-25 0 0 9 14 
@ 26-50 5 38 10 44 
51-100 6 87 17 a 
101-200 10 130 19 144 
201-350 6 215 5 284 
351-500 5 425 ANG 444 
501-1,000 im 808 1 667 
1,001-5,000 7 2,082 2 j Read ale 
TOTAL 50 fs) 1,228 
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actual use totaled 767 AUMs in 1976, 795 in 1975, 1,027 in 1970, 854 in 


1965, and 1,000 AUMs in 1960.12/ These changes are so small that their 


impact on the county is assumed to be nil. 


fy Data from the Las Vegas and Ely districts indicate that major reduc- 


tions in the use of BLM lands used by Lincoln County operators occurred 


16/ 


during the 1968-69 period.— These data (Table 29) indicate that use 


was reduced from nearly 167 thousand AUMs to nearly 123 thousand. while 


no data are available concerning what level of actual use occurred over 


time, it was assumed that actual use was equal to the amount permitted. 


Scheduled use for 1978 (Table 29) suggests, however, that actual use of 


federal lands may have been less than the amounts permitted (licensed). 


When private land use data (Tables 30 and 33) for Lincoln County 


@... compared to White Pine County and state totals, several differences 


become evident: 


15 


The number of acres of hay nearly doubled in Lincoln County be- 
tween 1969 and 1974, while White Pine County and state acreages 
increased at a slower rate. These increased acreages resulted 
in an increase in the number of tons of hay produced in Lincoln 
County. If this increased volume is converted at a rate of 3 
AUMs per ton, the increased tonnage of hay would be equal to 
more than 52 thousand AUMs. This amount is greater than the 
decrease in federal land use. This increased hay production 

in Lincoln County occurred at the same time that hay production 


decreased in White Pine County, and in the state. Furthermore, 


= 
pata were not available for these two permittees beyond 1960, but 


total use of the alltoment was 1,140 AUMs in 1960, 713 in 1955, and 657 
AUMs in 1950. 


16/pdjustments have occurred during other years, but nearly all of the 
reductions in use occurred in 1967, 1968, or 1969. 
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Table 29. Reduced Use of BLM lands by Lincoln County operators. 


AUMs of Use 


mR 


Caliente Schel] 
Resource Resource 
Area Area Total 
a eo 
Use before change (prior to 1965) 87,067 79,905 166, 9/2 
Active use (after 1970) 54,251 68.592 122.843 


Scheduled use, 1978 39,793 Si5775 71.500 
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Table 30. S<aected agricultural statistics for Nevada, 1967-1977. ' . 


1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975, 1976 1947 


Number of cattle & calves on farms x 1,000 . 


Clark County 13.1 13.4 14.0 13.5 13.8 14.0 13.5 15.0 13.0 15.0 16.0 
Lincoln County oa 14.2 15.6 16.4 15.3 15.4 15.7 15.7 16.0 18.0 17.0 
Nye County 27.8 29.5 29.1 29.8 33.1 32.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 30.0 28.0 
White Pine County 24.3 22.6 23.6 24.5 21.9 23.9 23.0 26.0 22.0 26.0 22.0 
Total State 562.0 568.0 608.0 626.0 639.0 645.0 651.0 664.0 657.0 651.0 600.0 
Hay production (tons) x 1,000 
Clark County 23.9 28.6 24.3 21.5 32.5 43.3 3880 
Lincoln County 16.0 15.2 13.8 13.5 27.9 29.45) helaa 
Nye County 32.5 25.3 22.0 30.6 29.6 25.9 23.8 
White Pine County 34.6 30.3 29.1 25.1 26.2 27.5 30.0 
Total State 950.0 899.0 982.0 870.0 891.0 913.0 885.0 939.0 
Alfalfa Hay (tons) x 1,000 
Clark County 23.0 27.7 23.6 20.9 31.9 32.4 33.0 
Lincoln County | 14.0 13.5 11.8 11.4 26.0 27.0 24.7 
Nye County 23.0 15.1 12.6 24.0 , 24.8 19.9 17.2 
White Pine County Piya teas) Me aEy 19.2 3088 ea?) 5 eee see ‘ 
Total State 605.0 571.0 598.0 578.0 621.0 598.0 603.0 


Source: fievada AGricultural Statistics 
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Oe 2: ‘Agricultural statistics for Lincoln County, Nevada, 1950-1974. : 


1950 1954 1959 1964 1969 1974 


Number of farms 145 134 102 92 86 75 


Average size of farms BESe t2eays ©8457, %9°530 9°' 451 "778 
Proportion of land in farms : 0.8 ay? 0.7 0:7 0.6 .9 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) 1222/68*85250" °83895°10;5933" 8,809 13,379 
Cropland harvested (acres) Ga997 452769995534 6,530 6,635. 12,812 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) BP213 6678103 1 VV7805' 97650. -6,470 “955947 
Other pasture (acres)x 1,000 25 307 16 28 
Number of full-time operators TTS 109 79 69 69 5] 
Full-time as % of al] operators 79 81 77 pi 80 68 
Now cattle and calves 132068 17 633 145876 “2,069 16,032 20,506 
1 cows and heifers per farm 63 82 70 82 126 Ton 
No. sheep and lambs: 26020 2, 993 298 158 267 40 
per farn 117 102 a2 16 Zi 10 
Crops ’ 
Wheat acres 101 3 A Foo. Ate 793 
Barley acres 685 25] 183 55 40 40 
Oats acres 8] 422 
All hay: acres 5,465 5,033 5,031 5,806 6,349 12,364 
tons 11,836 9,763 10,332 12,421 16,467 34,555 
Alfalfa hay acres . 1,856 1,890 2,045 2,402 4,303 10,585 
Wild hay acres 29865" 23603 23120 23907 
Value of all products sold (x 1,000) 749 636 1,018 © 947 1,586 2,096 
Livestock as % of total 88 84 78 60 93 83 


awe we a - eee ee ee omme- @-- 8 © ee meee ee 


eo Census of Agriculture. 


a 88 | eon : 


ES NR a 


‘yer keer het kee Reet eee, 


an Tm om se ie 

e% ce. SOf bey ct ie 

Bit feb Re TR Eth S ‘ame aed A 
4) 


(0° -.b- 8.0 | arast at bref % 
-05,8- 62S8/8 ats. s¢ (29726) a a ia 
8.8! 2€3,9 Of2,8 9€2,2 Core xre.3  (asrvoa) t 
eect OFF. 5 083,80 oa, (f CBS Etece (29998) sqwteaq no? 

3S 3 (OE = as 000, xi zerag) ott 


se ee ee 
ie 


2703 619g0 smi t~1 i 
ater Bago (fs to te 


” - - - bad - ~ - ” - ~ te - io = 


a 
ad 
a> 
co 
- 
”~ 
< 
~ 


e,OS SEO, ef €a0,S) ato, 7 tea cy 908 ff | 29v {53 “na 8 
. Sf A Ot $8 €a agt 7 2147 faa | 


eS Eee, § $08.8 “redneT ome 
Of rs . Sf sof crf 


e OOF oof A g ror ; 
}. Oh cc Cnt £és ead 
SSR 8 
f.3 308.2 f£0,8 fe0,2 eae 
Coe he TOP, 8L TSB, ST SELaf £an,e acalee 
| SS4Ul COELB SOb.S eb0,$ > Oogis 528, f 
£08,$ 238,$ 


SRE es ee lh ee OF » 


; a 69 


4 32. ‘Agricultural statistics for White Pine County, Nevada, 1950-1974. 


1950. 1954 1959 1964 1969 1974 


Number of farms 148. 148 #130 #413. «2102 ~~ 100 


Average size of farms i Ea ENG PLL oe Re Ve rac 
Proportion of land in farms ae 4.6 6.2 4.9 Jee 4.) 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) 41,921 22,283 21,789 35,543 26,484 24,366 
Cropland harvested (acres) 21 91017 5610145284 19,547 13,923 14,963 
Cropland used for pasture (acres) Veeco tebe Glelo.o Lalo scuued, tea 6,905 
Other pasture (acres) x 1,000 117 218 322 208 
Number of full-time operators 118 126 95 79 82 84 
: Full-time as % of all operators 80 85 73 70 80 84 
—Nogecattle and calves 25,434 25,012 21,598 26,589 23,943 26,574 
Peon: and heifers per fam 110 115 98 147 ay 1o2 
No. sheep and lambs: Sa soy sl 324765000 50,631 39,142 41,690 
per farm POD iee ore WulaS He te5e i, Goo. 214385 
Crops 
Wheat acres AYN CAA Weer Ue oy ees Sms 
Barley acres 14343 530 384 619 625 538 
Oats acres 635 403 179 195 304 68 
All hay: acres We Seon Oak ehss se 7, ace be. ep FS, bO3 
tons 33,340 24,151 19,898 27,328 31,949 28,362 
Alfalfa hay acres 7 96S ae 060 6,055, 7,90). 7,529. 8,95 
Wild hay acres 8,632 7,598 2,991 4,543 
Value of all products sold (x 1,000) 2,274 1,810 2,317 2,137 2,543 3,399 
Livestock as % of total 88 90 93 87 oe 89 
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2. 33, Agricultural statistics for Nevada, 1950-1974. 
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1950 
Number of farms 3,110 
Average size of farms Cle7 | 
Proportion of land in farms . 10.1 
Irrigated land in farms (acres) x 1,000 Thee 
Cropland harvested (acres) x 1,000 42) 
Cropland used for pasture (écres)x 1,000 145 
Other pasture (acres) x 100. 6,217 
Number of full-time operators 2,423 
Full-time as % of all operators 78 
cattle and calves x 1,000 162 
No. cows and heifers per fam 101 
No. sheep and lanbs: x 1,000 320 
per farn 496 

Crops 
Wheat acres x 1,000 7 
Barley acres 21,048 
Oats acres 9 
All hay: acres x 1,000 SIZ 
tons x 1,000 565 
Alfalfa hay acres x 1,000 ; 100 
Wild hay acres x 1,000 201 
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the data in Table 30 indicate that this increase was greater 
in Lincoln County than in any other neighboring county. Thus, 
Lincoln County permittees were able to produce sufficient hay 
to offset reductions in the use of BLM lands. 

2. Not only did hay production double in Lincoln County between 
1969 and 1974, but so did the acres of cropland used for pas- 
ture, acres of irrigated land in farms, and the acres of crop- 
land harvested. These large increases occurred at the same 
time that these variables either decreased or remained static 
in White Pine County and the state. This suggests that pri- 
vate lands in Lincoln County became more intensively farmed 
after 1969, which coincided with reductions in the use of BLM 
lands. 

3. While the number of full-time operators and the number of faris 
declined between 1969 and 1974 in Lincoln County, the percen- 
tage increased in White Pine County and statewide. This sug- 
gests that Lincoln County operators may have sought off-farm 
work to affect any reductions in income associated with reduced 


use of public lands. 
CONCLUSIONS 


This limited number of study areas (observations) and the data used 
limited the analysis of the changes studied. As a result, the conclusions 
that follow must be viewed as general tendencies, and not as statistically 
Significant trends .// While there were differences in the use of federal 

W/the tendencies should not be interpreted as being caused by re- 
ductions in the use of federal Jands. While they appear to be closely 


correlated with reductions, many other variables may have caused these 
results to occur. 
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lands by agency and season of use between the counties studied which may 
have caused some differences between areas (see Table 30), there were 
also some adjustments that were common to all areas. These include the 
following: | 
| 1. In every county studied, ae production increased in total, as 
well as relative to the “control” counties chosen. This in- 
creased proddeiion! acreage, and tonnage was greater than was 
the decreased use of federal lands. This increase was greater 
in some areas (e.g., Lincoln and Utah Counties) than in others, 
but this study indicates that ranchers in these areas were able 
to offset reductions in the use of federal lands by growing addi- 
tional hay and/or pasture. 
©) 2. While many differences exist between the areas, reductions in 
the use of federal lands were generally associated with a retarced 
growth rate of the cattle industry in the counties affected. 
Every county showed some growth in the cattle sector, but the 
rate at which cattle numbers increased tended to be somewhat smaller 
in the areas where major adjustments in the use of federal lands by’ 
livestock had occurred. 
3. Datawere not available which could be used to trace the tenure 
of pennittees before and after the adjustments occurred, but 
what data were available suggest that most operators were not 
forced out of business. Allotment files also tended to show 
that most permits have not been sold to other owners. If data 
® had been available, however, it may or may not have shown that 


the "turnover" of permits was greater in areas where reduced 
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Table 34. 


Summary of adjustments to changes in grazing use of federal lands in the five study counties. 


declined/off-farm employment. 


Adjustment 
Approx. Primary 
Percent Season 
County/State Change Agency of Use Possible Effect of Reduction 
Cassia, Idaho -33 BLM Spring/Fall 1. Most possible effects, minor. 
+13 FS Summer 2. The size of sheep operations increased. 
-19 Total 
Bear Lake, Idaho -45 eas Summer 1. Retarded growth of cattle sector. 
0 BLM Spring/Fal1/Summer 2. Increased hay production. 
-39 Total 3. Decrease in percent of full-time opera- 
tors/off-farm employment. 
Rich, Utah -25 BLM Spring/Fal]/Summer 1. Shift from wild hay to alfalfa hay pro- 
duction. 
-63 ES Summer 2. Percentage of full-time operators declined. 
- 32 Total 3. Large sheep operations hurt. 
- Utah, Utah -6] Bs Summer 1. Retarded growth of cattle sector. 
-16 BLM Spring/Fal] 2. Hay production increased. 
Lincoln, Nevada -26 BLM All seasons 1. Increased hay production. 
0 as Summer 2. Intensive use of private lands. 
-26 Total 3. Percentage of full-time operators 
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use of federal lands has occurred. This tendency for little 
turnover in permits seemed to be most prevalent in those areas 
where the permits were relatively small (Rich, Bear Lake, and 
Utah Counties). These operators may have always been part-time 
ranchers, who nat not be affected greatly by reductions in the 
use of federal lands. | 

The data available do not clearly show that reductions in federal 
use tend to force ranchers to seek off-farm employment, but there 
is some evidence which suggests (Bear Lake, Rich, and Lincoln 
Counties) that the percentage of full-time operators tended to 
decline in the areas affected. This was most evident in the 
three most rural counties, where alternative employment would 

be expected to be the least avajiiable. The impact of reductions 
in farm emoloyment represents a research topic deserving greater 
attention. 

Even though reductions in the areas studied were sometimes in 
excess of 50 percent, there was no eer Hear which suggested 

that ranchers in these areas switched to other types of opera- 
tions; ranching remained the dominant enterprise in the areas 
studied. While this decision may not have yielded the Greatest 
income, it waS apparently the preferred alternative. 

While many exceptions are evident in the data obtained from the 
agencies, there appears to be a eptine Yat iors between the size 


of reductions and the number of permittees using an allotinent 


or area. This suggests that single use allotments tend to be 


18/Further statistical analysis of this data is being conducted, 


but the results are not available at this time. 
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more conservatively stocked. It also suggests that the "tragedy 
of the commons" may not be eliminated by the regulatory actions 
of the agencies. Furthermore, agency personnel which advocate 
combining several single-use allotments in an effort to improve 
management from a biological point of view may be faced with a 
"people problem" that results in decreased, rather than increased 
productivity. 

In many common uSe allotinents where major reductions have occur- 
red, there is (was) generally a larger number of small permits. 
In most cases the number of animal units permitted is less than 
50. This number of animals would not yield sufficient revenue 
to provide a living for the permittee involved. This implies 
that a large protion of the permittees allowed to graze their 
animals on federal lands are not full-time operators, which sug- 
gests that off-farm employisent may be uSed to subsidize a ranch- 
ing hobby. Reductions in the use of federal land would probably 
not force these ranchers out of business, but it could force 
full-time operators to either take off-farm employment or give 
up ranching. Records were not available which would allow the 
testing of any hypothesis concerning the impact of reductions 

On the size of permittees, but the changes that have occurred 
Suggest that small, part-time operators and large, full-time 
operators may have been able to adjust to changes in the use 

of federal lands, while small, full-time operators may have 

been forced to either seek off-farm employment, leave the ranch, 


Or subsist at a lower level of income. Analysis of these possible 
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3) differential effects is needed, as very little is known of the 


dependence of various size operations on the use of federal lands. 


Perhaps the most revealing aspect made evident by this study was 
' the general absence of data concerning the historical use of federal lands 
in the areas studied. Most forests have maintained some records of use, 
while BLM offices rarely have any data. This would generally not be a 
major problem if personnel responsible for the management of an area were 
familiar with the historical patterns of use, but this is rarely the case. 
Most agency personnel are only familiar with the use of an area Hiptia 
their tenure, which is generally less than five years. The automatic, 
data processing computer-oriented records systems whicn have recently 
been implemented by the BLM and Forest Service should help alleviate this 
problem in the future. While it is admitted that the past may not be a 
good basis for future actions, historical records are better than nothing. 
Perhaps this is one of the major reasons why the BLM has come under fire 
under various enviornmental groups concerning the use of their lands, 
while the Forest Service has not received as much criticism. 2/ The actions 
taken by personnel in both agencies may not differ, but at least Forest 
Service personne] can generally document actions taken in the past, and 
their resultant impact on livestock use. 

The results found in this study indicate that changes in the use of 
federal lands may not affect ranchers to the degree that some have sug- 
gested. This indicates that in the long run ranchers may Peuabde to over- 
come most adjustments in use that may occur. This does not suggest that 
a2) incomes or the wealth position of ranchers will not decrease, but it does 
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19/the decision not to maintain actual use data for Forest Service 


lands after 1972 may also yield criticism of this agency in the Uy, 
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suggest that ranchers may be more resiliant to changes in the use of 


federal lands than has been suspected in the past. 
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